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REMARKS 

In response to the Office Advisory Action dated March 23, 2007, a Request for Continued 
Examination is enclosed. Since the proposed amendments have not been entered, the complete 
filing to the Final Action, with the exception of this paragraph, is respectfully being re-entered 
for examination and review by the Examiner. The applicant has paid a filing fee for the RCE Fee 
of $395.00. No late fee has been included as provided by the Advisory Action that the statutory 
period for reply expires in six (6) months from the mailing date of the final rejection which is 
November 06, 2006. 

Notes from the previous Office Action dated October 26, 2006 state that the examiner rejects 
claims 1-1 1, 13, 14, 16, 17 and 25-69 under USC § 1 12 and §101 for not teaching under the 
original claims or filings its specifications and whereby the claims need to reach a tangible result, 
respectively. 

Under 35 USC Rule § 112, the original filing and patent number 6,81 1,078, the original 
teachings were the same except that the Continuation In Part is broadening the claims to include 
a Visa or Master Card type transaction without the need for a third party Merchant Card 
processing company. Workens original ATM or Point of Transaction Patent allowed for direct 
movements of money through a newly devised Automatic Teller Machine with a multi-card 
allowing for bill payments, ATM transactions and Universal Money Management accessing a 
multitude of accounts directly and in Real Time. 

Furthermore, prior Arts, like Wynn, Pitroda, Ramachandran, Lim, Nel, and Kakuta all 
teach that there is a third party company or server used in processing the transactions. Although, 
Lim teaches the transactions are completed instantaneously in [0038] in its system. Lim's 
process of using a Withdrawal Server, 41, that facilitates the approval of the transaction teaches a 
different method and claim than Workens. Similarly, Kakuta uses a CAFIS Center for assistance 
in the processing its transactions (Figure 2, 200), where in [0076] of the claims that, "according 
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to the request from the CASIF Center 200 and informs the CASIF Center 200 of a balance 
amount." Pitroda teaches the use of a card for information transfer but does not teach that it 
allows for financial transactions or direct transactions without the assistance of a third party 
processor. Wynn does not teach how its method relates to the direct settlement of a transaction 
without a third party processor. Similarly, Ramachandran and Nel are all silent regarding the 
method of the processing of transactions with their systems and do not disclose or teach in their 
claims, the settlement side of the transaction. Therefore, none of the prior Arts, listed above, can 
show or claim that their art is teachable as prior Art over Workens. 

Additionally, none of the prior Arts noted above claim that non-users can access the card, 
card reader, card system, also known as a computer readable medium encoded with a computer 
program, and network. More comprehensively, none of the inventions noted in the above 
paragraph claim or materially , disclose a system as being a card, card reader, network, and 
computer readable medium encoded with a computer program. 

For those reasons noted in the previous three paragraphs, Workens invention, more 
specifically claims 1-1 1, 13, 14, 16, 17 and 25-69 should be patentable under 35 USC § 112. 

Tangible results are required under 35 USC § 101 in order to be considered patentable. 
Claim 1-11, 13, 14, 16, 17 and 25-69 all provide a tangible result from information sent to the 
card. The result is "funding a transaction." The information sent to the card, through the network, 
read by the reader and organized by the computer readable medium encoded with a computer 
program is used to fund a transaction. Claim 1, an Independent Claim notes in the embodiment 
of the claim that the information is used in "funding a transaction." Funding a transaction is 
considered a tangible event, therefore patentable und 35 USC § 101. Dependent claims 2-1 1 rely 
on the Independent Claim 1 for its basis. Similarly, claims 13, 14, 16, and 17 rely on the 
Independent Claim 1 for its basis. With Claim 1 being patentable under 35 USC § 101, therefore 
so should claims 2-11, 13, 14, 16, 17. Similar logic is used for claims 25-69. These claims also 
state the tangible benefit being "funding a transaction." Therefore, Claim 1-1 1, 13, 14, 16, 17 
and 25-69 should be considered patentable byway of the tangible benefit, funding a transaction. 

Claim 1-5 and 16-17, 52-55, and 58-69 rejections under 35 USC § 103 under Wynn and 
Lim prior Art: 
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Although Wynn teaches a card having a memory in column 4, lines 55+, Wynn fails to 
teach that there is a network in its system, or that transactions occur in real time, directly, without 
the assistance of a third party processing company. Lim is similar logic and thinking in that Lim 
teaches that its invention instantaneously settles but still works with a "3 rd party processing 
server or company" as shown in its illustration Figure 4, 43. Material disclosure as to the method 
of a transaction settlement must be illustrated and claimed in order to be considered patentable 
over another invention. Neither, Wynn or Lim teach this in their inventions and therefore is not 
patentable over Workens. 

Regarding the PIN in Wynn and Lim; neither, Lim or Wynn teach the card's ability to be 
used by a non-user. A retailer or non-user that credits an account for a returned item, for example 
is not disclosed. Although the PIN is noted and disclosed by a user, the PIN use by a non-user 
makes this invention unique and therefore patentable over Wynn and Lim. Additionally, neither 
Lim or Wynn teach that there is a PIN that allows each account to be updated simultaneously or 
in real time. This feature is also unique to Workens and is therefore patentable over Lim and 
Wynn. 

Known Art can only be considered known if it is fully and materially disclosed. Wynn's 
silence on funds being transferred in real time and use of non-user, does not, under 35 USC 102 
and 35 USC 103, apply. Therefore are not patentable over Workens. Similarly, Lim's method 
and failure to disclose a non-user in its prior art and method, is the same, not patentable over 
Workens. 

Lim and Wynn show use of a 3 rd Party. In the explanation above, this issue and the 
differences are explained in full. 

The examiner has noted regarding claim 4 and the card reader as 202 in Wynn. Although 
the reader is noted and defined in Wynn to facilitate completion of a card transaction, the card 
reader in Wynn does not have the capability to work with non-users as noted in the previous 
paragraphs. Additionally, without disclosing or noting the ability to have a non-user with its 
card, the usage of the card reader, its ability, and its procedures would not necessarily be obvious 
to one skilled in the art. Especially since a non-user would need a PIN to allow access to the 
account(s) on the card by way of the multiple account card. 



Applicant : Monica L. Workens 
Serial No. : 10/827,554 
Filed : April 19,2004 
Page : 17 of 21 

Claim 5, and the processing the transaction in Lim, has not taught the "instantaneous 
settlement" without disclosing the actual settlement itself. As noted in the above paragraphs on 
page 15 at the bottom of the page, Lim shows usage of a 3 rd party for settlement without the use 
of a computer readable medium encoded with a computer program, for facilitating the funding of 
a transaction between first and second accounts. Regarding claims 16-17 and 52, 53, 54, 55, and 
58, the use of the card and its processing method by a non-user with the PIN and the lack of 
disclosure of a non-user in Wynn and Lim should allow Workens the patentability of the product 
under 35 USC § 102 and 35 USC § 103. 

Additionally, without full disclosure, funds can't be assumed, as noted above, by the 
mention of a 3 rd party processing, that funds can be transferred instantaneously. Assuming that 
one could transfer funds instantaneously, does not necessarily mean that they have the same 
process or can be transferred directly. Without full material disclosure of Wynn, Ramachandran, 
Lim, Nel, and Kakuta processes to cover the back end of the transaction, the full process can not 
be obvious to one skilled in the art because there would be too many possibilities on design and 
process to assume. 

In order for the funds to physically be transferred instantaneously, Lim and Wynn system 
would require an ability to process the information within its system. Neither, Lim or Wynn 
describe or disclose that "ability to process" transaction information in their systems. 

In regards to pages 8-16 of the Examiners Office Action Summary and from the 
Interview Summary from the January 3, 2007 phone interview, the applicant notes the following 
differences and mutually exclusive aspects of Workens invention that Ramachandran, Lim, 
Kakuta, or Wynn have nor disclose in the prior arts: 

Specifically, the disclosed Art enclosed is mutually exclusive in these ways: 

1 . ) Neither Lim, Wynn, Kakuta, or Ramachandran disclose use of card and system 

by "non-users." 

2. ) None of the referenced in 1 above disclose a "system" as being a card, card 

reader, network, and a computer readable medium encoded with a computer 
program. 

3. ) There is no 3 rd party Server or Service in the enclosed embodiment 

like in the prior Arts noted and disclosed above in 1 above. 
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4. ) The user, in the POT System initiates and approves the transfer by way of PIN 

(not an automatic transfer) after the transaction has been "approved" by the 
(crediting) Institution - with Workens' embodiment, the entering of the PIN 
allowing the movement of money to pay for "transaction," to the debiting 
institution. Neither Lim, Wynn, Kakuta, or Ramachandran make use of a PIN 
in this method. When PIN is used in the above mentioned prior Art, it has 
been disclosed as being the step to access the account or accounts, not to use 
for completing and authorizing the transaction by way of moving money. 
Therefore the method or use of the PIN makes it mutually exclusive. 

5. ) In the enclosed embodiment, the Card is the "server;" similar in 1, card acts as 

the transaction authorizer along with the User and Non-User, therefore 
making it mutually exclusive to the disclosures in Lim, Wynn, Kakuta, and 
Ramachandran, in that, the "transactions" all require use of an outside server 
and card reader. Although Kakuta is silent in this regards but can't be assumed 
either way. 

6. ) Neither Wynn, Ramachandran, Kakuta, or Lim disclose that the cards in the 

prior Art have the capability to use at least 1 account to pay for a single 
transaction or to manage accounts including bill pay, etc. Nor would it make 
sense that these cards could do this without a system to transact it with that 
encompasses these capabilities as noted below in 7. 

7. ) The prior known Arts of Wynn, Ramachandran, Kakuta, and Lim rely on 

outside technology (ie. Ability to use and adapt to current ATM's for its Art) 
to use their "product." The POT System computer readable medium encoded 
with a computer program is set up to do a number of different items that not 
even current ATM Technology is set up to accomplish today: 

a. Automatically provide a Transaction # for each transaction. Currently 
a 3 rd party provides this number for each side of the transaction. 
Nowhere in any of the noted prior Arts listed in 7 do they disclose or 
offer this ability. 

b. The POT System Software allows the information, like routing number 
and account number to be recorded (read by reader), translated 
(software takes information), and accepts for transfer directly to the 
POT Cards memory (using a database to organize, language to 
communicate, and format to "universalize and organize" information 
on card memory with System Software). 

c. Additionally, each Institution utilize the same system and information 
within the POT System system to "settle" or move or accept money 
from account to account. Today's systems also known as prior art, 
provide statements to individuals, institutions from 3 rd party 
processing companies regarding transaction details per transaction. 

d. This System software will also allow for aggregating transaction 
information by a number of variables for better inventory and sales 
information. 
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35 USC § 101 under Inventions Patentable illustrate that; "Whoever invents or 
discovers any new and useful process , machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof , may obtain a patent therefor, 
subject to the conditions and requirements of this title." 

None of the above 7 items as compared to Kakuta, Wynn, Lim, or Ramachandran 

illustrate or disclose any of its inventions these capabilities. There capabilities are limited to the 

extent of the abilities noted and do not materially disclose the above capabilities of Workens' 

invention and improved processes; including processing a transaction without a 3 rd party 

processor and with an "in-house" computer readable medium encoded with a computer program 

and, therefore are not patentable over Workens for the reason that as a whole would have been 

obvious at the time the invention was made. 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclose d or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability 
shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

As noted in the January 3, 2007 phone interview, none of the prior Arts disclose, in 7 
different ways (including the key aspect of not using a 3 rd party processor, to be obvious), the 
above mentioned, mutually exclusive aspects of Workens' invention. Therefore, Kakuta, Lim, 
Wynn, and Ramachandran should not be patentable over Workens' invention for not being prior 
obvious processes. 

Regarding the Substance of the Interview from the January 3, 2007 phone interview. The 
7 mutually distinct aspects of Workens art is noted above along with the following notes below 
illustrating the full response to the Office Action that was provided to Examiner Walsh. 



Applicant : Monica L. Workens 
Serial No. : 10/827,554 
Filed : April 19,2004 
Page : 20 of 21 

The phone interview did focus on the following, which has been corrected and addressed 
in the previous paragraphs: 

Prior art of Lim's Instantaneous Settlement and its difference from Workens direct 
settlement, change of preamble to claims 1,41, and 65 to reflect appropriate terms, correct 
typos/corrections/minor informalities to the claim language, including the further defining the 
term "non-user" as per claim 1 and new dependant claims 70-73. 

Upon Examiner Walsh and Workens 5 discussion on the 3 rd party settlement in Lim as 
discussed and shown in the prior art in FIG 4, 43, the Server 43 acts as the 3 rd party settlement 
server, whereby Workens invention leaves out the requirement of a 3 rd party processor, hence 
using a different process than Lim altogether. Similarly, the system of Lim and Workens is 
completely different coupled with the disclosure of the non-user. For the reasons of different 
processes, use of system by non-users, and system design, Workens should be patentable over 
Lim. 

In conclusion, it is thought that the above remarks addressed and records the Office 
Action Summary by D. Walsh dated October 26, 2007 and the Interview Summary from January 
3, 2007 per MPEP § 713.04, respectively. However, the absence of a reply to a specific rejection, 
issue or comment does not signify agreement with or concession of the rejection, issue or 
comment. In addition, because of the arguments made above may not be exhaustive, there may 
be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or other claims) that have not been 
expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as intent to concede any issue with 
regard to any claims, except as specifically stated in this paper, and the amendment of any claims 
does not necessarily signify concession of unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 
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The prior Art and Patent Laws, Code Title 35, have been cited by the Examiner but has 
been scene as neither describing nor suggesting the Applicant's invention, whether taken 
separately or in combination, apply as being unpatentable by the References' material claims, 
disclosures, and processes. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicant respectfully submits that 
the application is in condition for allowance, and such action is respectfully requested. 
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